The opinion in support of the decision being entered today was not
witten for publication and is not binding precedent of the Board

Paper No. 18
UNI TED STATES PATENT AND TRADEMARK OFFI CE

BEFORE THE BOARD OF PATENT APPEALS
AND | NTERFERENCES

Ex parte ALAIN CARBI LLET

Appeal No. 1998-3411
Application No.08/548, 113

ON BRI EF

Bef ore URYNOW CZ, KRASS, and FLEM NG, Adm nistrative Patent
Judges.

URYNOW CZ, Adm nistrative Patent Judge.

Deci si on_on Appeal

This appeal is fromthe final rejection of clains 8-17,
all the clainms pending in the application.
The invention pertains to an information processing system
Claim8 is illustrative and reads as foll ows:

8. An information processing systemconprising a plurality
of nodul es and an inter-nodul e bus, each respective one of the
modul es 1 ncluding a respective processor and a respective | ocal
bus, the respective |ocal bus serving one or nore respective
peripherals, the inter-nodule bus serving as a tenporary |ink
bet ween at | east two of the nodules, the inter-nodul e bus being
connected to each respective one of the nodules via at |east a
respective two-way buffer stage, the systemincluding circuitry
for enabling the processor of any of the nodules to becone
tenporarily a master of the |ocal bus of any other of the nodules,
So as to have direct access to the peripherals of the other of the
nmodul es, and for disconnecting the processor of the other nodul e
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fromthe | ocal bus of the other nopdul e.

The references relied upon by the exam ner are:

Beder man 4,209, 839 Jun. 24 1980
Persaud et al. (Persaud) 4,368,514 Jan. 11, 1983
Hughes et al. (Hughes) 4,481, 578 Nov. 6, 1984

Clainms 8-11 and 14-17 stand rejected under 35 U.S.C. 8 103 as
bei ng unpat entabl e over Persaud in view of Bederman.

Clainms 12 and 13 stand rejected under 35 U . S.C. 103 as being
unpat ent abl e over Persaud in view of Bederman and Hughes.

The respective positions of the exanm ner and the appel |l ant
with regard to the propriety of these rejections are set forth in
the final rejection (Paper No. 12) and the exam ner’s answer
(Paper No. 17) and the appellant’s brief (Paper No. 16).

The I nvolved Subject Matter

Appel lant’s invention and the disclosures of Bederman and
Persaud are adequately summari zed at pages 2 and 3 of the brief.
Based on the nature of our opinion below, it is unnecessary to set
forth a description of the invention of Hughes.

Opi ni on

Appellant’s only argunent with respect to clainms 8-11 and 14-
17 is in the brief at page 4. It consists of the position that
nei t her Persaud nor Bederman teaches or suggests the clained
subj ect matter conprising “any of the nodules to beconme

tenporarily the master of the | ocal bus of the other nodule so as



Appeal No. 1998-3411

Application No. 08/548, 113

to have direct access to the peripherals of the other nodule”. It
is asserted that the expression “the processor of any of the
nodul es to become tenporarily the nmaster etc.” neans that each of
a plurality of nmodul es has a respective processor that is capable
of having direct access to the peripherals of another one of the
nodul es. Appel l ant contends that both references teach systens
havi ng one single processor capable of accessing the nmenory of

ot her processors and, consequently, that neither reference teaches
nor suggests that any of the nodul es are capabl e of accessing

anot her processor’s nenory.

We find this argunment persuasive and are of the opinion that
the rejection should not be sustained.

In the sentence bridging pages 3 and 4 of the answer, the
exam ner acknow edges that “Persaud does not teach any of the
processor nodul es can access any of the other processor nodul es
| ocal bus.”

Wth respect to Bederman, we agree with the exam ner’s
position at page 7 of the answer that this reference teaches a
means for sharing a first menory neans in alternation between
processors. As noted by the exam ner, such | anguage appears in
Bederman in claim1, specifically at lines 6 and 7. This |anguage
of claim1l is supported by Figure 1 of Bederman because nmenory 4
can be shared by master processor 1 and slave processor 6, and

menory 3 can be shared by master processor 1 and processor 5.
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However, the above | anguage in claim 1l of Bederman is not a
teaching that either processor 5 or 6 can becone tenporarily a
mast er processor such that processor 5 can access either nenory 2
or 4 in addition to its own nmenory 3 or that processor 6 can
access either nmenory 2 or 3 in addition to its own nenory 4. To
the contrary, in his ABSTRACT Bederman specifically teaches that
two of the three processing units can access its own nenory but
not any other menory.

Whereas clainms 12 and 13 dependent fromclaim 11, and we will
not sustain the rejection of claim1l1l over Persaud and Bedernman as
st ated above, we will not sustain the rejection of clainms 12 and
13 under 35 U.S.C. § 103 as obvi ous over Persaud, Bedernman and
Hughes.

REVERSED

STANLEY M URYNOW CZ JR.
Adm ni strative Patent Judge
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